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STATEMENT OF ARGUMENTS 
PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

A Notice of Appeal is being filed concurrently herewith. Applicants request that 
the pending rejections be reconsidered and withdrawn in view of the following remarks. 
I. Claims 9-12 and 16-18 

The Office Action rejects claims 9-12 and 16-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over 
US Patent No. 5,343,632 to Dinh (hereinafter "Dinh"). For the reasons set forth below, it 
is respectfully submitted that the rejection is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Independent claim 9 is directed to a method for operating a home appliance. 
Claim 9 recites subjecting items retained in the home appliance to a drying step after the 
items have undergone a treatment step, as a result of which moisture remains on the 
items. Claim 9 recites that the step of drying includes drawing at least one of air from a 
treatment chamber and ambient air through a sorption column and thereafter guiding the 
air that has passed through the sorption column into a treatment chamber. Claim 9 recites 
that the sorption column contains a reversibly dehydratable material that operates to 
withdraw moisture from air during the passage of the air through the sorption column. 

Claim 9 also recites a step of affecting desorption of the reversibly dehydratable 
material in the sorption column. Claim 9 recites drawing at least one of air from the 
treatment chamber and ambient air through the sorption column by means of an air 
accelerator means. Claim 9 also recites subjecting air passing through the sorption 
column to heating and guiding the air that has been heated as it passed through the 
sorption column into the treatment chamber, wherein the air which is guided into the 
treatment chamber heats at least one of the treatment liquid to be applied to items 
retained in the home appliance and the items themselves. 

The Dinh reference discloses industrial dryer systems which operate in a closed 
looped fashion to remove moisture from items which are undergoing treatment. The 
Dinh dryer systems utilize heat pipes. The heat pipes absorb heat from warm, moisture 
laden air exiting a treatment chamber. The removal of heat from the moisture laden air 
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lowers the temperature of the air, which causes the moisture in the air to condense and 
flow out a drain as waste water. The heat pipes also operate to move the heat absorbed 
from the air exiting the treatment chamber over to dehumidified air which is about to pass 
back into a treatment chamber. 

The Dinh reference fails to disclose or suggest the use of a sorption column 
containing a reversible dehydratable material. Accordingly, Dinh necessarily fails to 
disclose or suggest methods that include drawing air through a sorption column such that 
a reversibly dehydratable material in the sorption column withdraws moisture from the 
air during its passage through the sorption column, as recited in claim 9. The Dinh 
reference also necessarily fails to disclose or suggest conducting any type of desorption 
step that would include effecting desorption of a reversible dehydratable material in a 
sorption column, as also recited in claim 9. 

The June 10, 2010 Office Action asserts that the regenerative heat exchanger 
disclosed in Dinh is "structurally and functionally the same as the disclosed sorption 
column because both use a reversibly dehydratable material." Applicants could not 
possible disagree more strongly with this assertion. 

To begin with, the heat exchanger structure in Dinh, which utilizes heat pipes, 
does not contain a reversibly dehydratable material . Thus, Dinh simply lacks the sorption 
column with a reversibly dehydratable material required to practice the method recited in 
claim 9. 

Also, although the heat exchanger structure disclosed in Dinh acts to remove 
moisture from a flow of air, the method used by the Dinh heat exchanger is significantly 
different from methods which utilize a sorption column. In the Dinh structure, heat is 
removed from an airflow so that the temperature of the airflow decreases, at which point 
water supported in the air condenses and flows out of the system. In contrast, when a 
flow of moist air passes through a sorption column containing a reversibly dehydratable 
material, the water in the airflow is directly absorbed by the reversibly dehydratable 
material. At this point, the water is still held in the system by the reversibly dehydratable 
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material. In order to release that water, it is necessary to thereafter conduct a desorption 
step, as also recited in claim 9. 

Because the Dinh reference fails to disclose or suggest virtually all of the method 
steps recited in claim 9, it is respectfully submitted that claim 9 is allowable over Dinh. 
Claims 10-12 and 16-18 depend from claim 9 and are allowable for the same reasons, and 
for the additional features which they recite. 
II. Claims 13-15 

The Office Action rejects claims 13-15 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Dinh, in 
view of US Patent No. 3,034,221 to Tuck (hereinafter "Tuck"). Claims 13-15 depend 
from claim 9 and are allowable over Dinh for all the reasons discussed above in 
connection with claim 9, and for the additional features which they recite. 

Although the Office Action never specifically state this, it appears that the 
Examiner is taking the position that one of ordinary skill in the art, viewing Dinh and 
Tuck, would have been motivated to modify Dinh so that Dinh performs a method as 
recited in claims 13-15. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

As noted above, the claims recite that during a desorption step, air that has been 
heated as it passes through the sorption column is guided into the treatment chamber to 
heat at least one of the treatment liquid to be applied to items retained in the home 
appliance and the items themselves. With a method as recited in claim 9, the heat applied 
to the reversibly dehydratable material during the desorption step, to cause the reversibly 
dehydratable material to release absorbed water, is not lost to the atmosphere. On the 
other hand, if the airflow passing through the sorption column during the desorption step 
is returned to a treatment chamber, this means that water released by the reversibly 
dehydratable material will be returned to the treatment chamber. 

The Tuck reference discloses a device which can be used to effect drying of 
items. Tuck teaches that a reversibly dehydratable material is used to absorb moisture 
from air leaving a treatment chamber. However, in contrast to what is recited in claim 9, 
Tuck teaches that during a desorption step, the air passing over the reversibly 
dehydratable material should be vented to the atmosphere, not sent back into a treatment 
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chamber. This prevents water emitted from the reversibly dehydratable material from 
being sent back into the treatment chamber. But this also means that the heat energy used 
to effect the desorption is lost to the atmosphere. Thus, Tuck not only fails to cure the 
deficiencies of Dinh discussed above, but Tuck also teaches away from the method 
recited in claim 9. 

Moreover, it is respectfully submitted that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not have been motivated to modify either Dinh or Tuck to arrive at methods as recited in 
the claims. As explained above, the whole point of Dinh, and of Tuck, is to remove 
water from a treatment chamber. For this reason, one of skill in the art would never 
modify what is disclosed in Dinh or Tuck so that water is added to an airflow passing 
back into the treatment chamber. Doing so would be completely counter-productive to 
the methods disclosed in Dinh and Tuck. 

For all the above reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the references do not 
disclose the features recited in claims 13-15. Further, one of skill in the art would not 
have combined the references, and then modified the combination, to result in methods as 
recited in the claims. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claims 
13-15 should also be withdrawn. 
III. Claim 19 

The Office Action rejects claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Dinh, in view of 
US Patent No. 2,633,928 to Chamberlain (hereinafter "Chamberlain"). For the reasons 
provided below, it is respectfully submitted that this rejection should also be withdrawn. 

Independent claim 19 is directed to a method for operating a dishwasher. Claim 
19 recites a drying step that includes drawing at least one of air from a treatment chamber 
and ambient air through a sorption column and thereafter guiding the air that has passed 
through the sorption column into a treatment chamber, the sorption column containing 
reversibly dehydratable material that operates to withdraw moisture from air during the 
passage of the air through the sorption column. Claim 19 further recites effecting 
desorption of the reversible dehydratable material in the sorption column. Claim 19 
recites that during the desorption step, air passing through the sorption column is heated 
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and then guided into the treatment chamber, so that the air can heat the treatment liquids 
to be applied to the crockery retained in the device or the crockery itself. 

As explained above, the Dinh reference fails to disclose or suggest any methods 
that utilize a reversibly dehydratable material in a sorption column. Thus, claim 19 is 
allowable over Dinh. 

The Chamberlin reference discloses the use of a reversibly dehydratable material 
to assist in removing moisture from air leaving a treatment chamber. However, just like 
Tuck, Chamberlain teaches that air used to conduct a desorption step should be vented to 
the atmosphere, not guided back into the treatment chamber. Thus, like Tuck, 
Chamberlain teaches away from a method as recited in claim 19. 

For all the reasons explained above, it is respectfully submitted that claim 19 is 
allowable over Dinh and Chamberlain, and that the combination of Dinh and 
Chamberlain is improper. Withdrawal of the rejection of claim 19 is also respectfully 
requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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July 16, 2010 
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